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May 1998 CALFED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROPOSAL SOLICITATION

ProposalTitle: Tuolumne River Special Run Pool i0 Restoration
AppHcantName: Turlock Irriqatien District
MailingAdd~ess: P_O. Box 949 Turlock, CA 95381
Telephone: (gnu! ~-~ ~
Fax: (209) 656-2143

Amount offundingreques~ed: $ 2,101,000 for 3 years

Indicate the Topic for whicti you are applying (check only one box). Note that dais is an important decision:
see page __ of the Proposal Solicitation Package for more information.
~ Fish Passage Assessment o Fish Passage lmprovemems
~ Floodplain and Habitat Restormion 12 Gravel Restoration
u Fish Harvest 12 Species Life History. Studies
n Watershed Plmmmg/lmplementation rn Education
[] Fish Screen Evaluations - Alternatives and Biological Priorities

lndiea~ the geographic area of your proposal (check only one box):
u Sacramento River Mainmem ~2 Sacmmemo Tributary:
[] Delta U East Side Delta Tributary:
[] Suisun Marsh and Bay X~ San Joaquin Tributary,: Tuolumne
[] San Joaquin River Mainstem 12 Other:
m Landscape (entire Bay-Delta watershed) 12North Bay:

Indicate the primary species which the proposal addresses (check no more than two boxes):

x~ San Joaquin and East-side Delta tributaries fall-run chinook salmor~
u Winter-run chinook salmon t~ Spring-run chinook salmon
u Late-Nll run chinook salmon ~ Fall-run chinook salmon
~ Della smelt 12 Longfin smelt
[] Splittail [3 Steelhead trout
t2 Green s~wge0n ~ Striped bass
[] Migratory birds
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MBy 1998 CALFED ECOSYSTEM ~S~O~TION ~ROPOSAL SOLICITATION

[ndica~ ~ ~yp~ of ~li~t (c~ only one box):
~ State agency 0 F~d~ ~cy
~ Public~on-~fit joint venture ~ Non-~ofit
~x Lo~ go~¢n~district ~ Pfiva~ p~

o Unive~i~ ~ Other:

lndi~te flxe type of ~mject (check onIy o~ box):

= Pl~ing ~X Implementation
~ Moni~ng o Edu¢~on
m R~e~h

By signing below, th~ app|icam dee!ares fl~ fol!owing:

(1) ~� tmthhlness of all rep~sentado~ ~ ~r p~oea[;

(2) the individual si~ing the fo~ is entitled ~ submit the app~eation on b~h~f of t~e a~li~t (if          /
appti~t is an emi~ or org~izaUon); ~d

(3) ~e per~n submiOing the appii~tioa hm ~ad ~d understood ~� eonfliet of ime~ ~d ¢o~ntiMity
discussion ~ ~e PSP (~¢fioa II.K) ~d wfives ~ ~d ~1 fi~hts zo prlvaey =d ~nfid~tia~ of ~e
p~s~[ on ~halfofth~ ~pli~t, ~o ~e ex~ent ~ provided in ~e Se~hon.

(Si~ of Applic~t)
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TUOLUMNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL 10 RESTORATION

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SUBMITTED BY: I’URLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT

DESCRIPTION:
The Special Run Pool (SRP) 10 Restoration Project involves restoration of ins’cream

aquatic habitat and shaded riverino aquatic habitat and raduotion of predator~ fish habitat for the
primary benefit of San Joaquin River fall-run chinook salmon. The project will rebuild a seleat
portion of the Tuolumne River channel, at river mile 25.4, (approximately 15 miles east of
Modesto) where past instream gravel mining created a large deep lake area in the main channel.
That changed the habitat to one favoring warm water predator species like largemouth bass. This
project will return this portion of the river to a more natural, dynamic morphology that will
improve, restore and protect instream aad riparian habitat for fall run chinook salmon survival,
including restoring hydrological and geomorphic processes, The channel will be reformed into a
500 foot wide riparian flood plain re-creating a riffle and run pattern that follows the restored

meander channel of the river along with native vegetation planted on fill terraces in a mix similar
to that found on undisturbed segments of the river. This is the second of two adjacent SRP
restoration projects, SRP’s 9 & I0, in this reach of the river.

BIOLOGICAL OBJECTIVES:
1. Reduce salmonid fish predator habitat.
2. Restore and increase habitat for natural salmon production.
3. Reconstruct a natural channel geometry scaled to current channel forming flows.
4. Restore native riparian plant communities within their predicted hydrological

regime.

TASKS & SCHEDULES:
The CEQA/NEPA mitigated EA/1S, permitting, and construction design for both SRP 9

& 10 is being funded under current AFRP contracts and contributions from TID, MID, and
CCSF. Construction funded by AFRP and CALFED, in the upstream SRP 9 will start in June
1999 and be completed in March 2000, including revegetation. Construction of SRP 10 requires
two yea~s and would start in June 2000 and be completed in March 2002, including revegetation.

JUSTIFICATION:
The fall run chinook salmon in the tributaries of the San Joaquin River are currently listed

as a species of concern by the USFWS. Anadromous salraonid populations in the lower
Tuolumne River require adequate ecosystem health to achieve and sustain their potential
productivity. Restoring and maintaining dynamic geomorphic processes are crucial for insuring
healthy river ecosystems with natural productive salmonid populations. \Vhen complete
rest~rafion era river ecosystem is infeasible, as for alluvial rivers regulated by dams, limiting
factors, like predator habitat and poor quality rivefiue habitat, must be identified for pfioritizing
actions that would best improve the ecosystem, particularly salmonid habitm. Predation on
juvenile salmon has been identified through field studies in the Tuolumne River as having a
significant impact on survival of salmon in the Tuelumne River. Currently nearly al!. naturally

TID & TRTAC CALFED I~FP: SRP IO ] 30 JUNE I998
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TUOLUMNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL 10 RESTORATION

llI. TITLE PAGE
Project Manager

Turlock Irrigation District
333 East Canal Drive
Turlock, CA 95380

Wilton Fryer
Water Planning Departme~ Manager

209-883-8316
FAX 209-656-2143

e-mail: wbfry, er@tid.org

APPLICANT:
The Turlock Irrigation District (TID) is a California irrigation district, a political

subdivision of the State of California. TID is a tax exempt public agency,

CONTACTS:
For contract and project administration: Wilton Fryer
For fishery and habitat details: Tim Ford

209-883-8275
FAX 209-656-2143
e-mail: tj ford@airier.corn

PARTICIPANTS:
Tuolumne River Tec/’mical Advisory Committee (TRTAC) made up of the Turlock
Irrigation District (TID), Modesto Irrigation District (MID), CiW & County of San
Francisco (CCSF), California Dept. of Fish & Game (CDF(3), ~md the US Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Collaborating stakeholder groups with TRTAC ~re the
Tuolumne River Preservation Trust, Friends of the Tuolumne, California Sports Fishing
Pmtecrion Alliance, Bay Area Water Users Association, East Staoislans Resource
Conservation District, National Marine Fishery Service I.NMFS),and local mining
operators and landowners.

COSTSHARE PARTICIPANTS:
Turlock Irrigation District, Modesto Irrigation District, and City & County of San
Francisco through the TRTAC and the US Fish & Wildlife Service AFRP.

PROJECT GROUP:
Group C     The CALFED i~ being a~ked to fund portions of the public works

construction for this floodplain and riverine restoration project,

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP: SRP !0 3 30 JUNE 1998
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TUOLUMNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL 10 RESTORATION

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. PROJECT DESCILIPTION AND APPROACH

The Tuolurnne River Technical Advisory Committee (TRTAC), under the auspices of the
1995 Don Pedro Project Settlemem Agreemem (FERC License No. 2299), is developing a plan
to restore instream aquatic habitat and shaded riverine a~uatic habitat for the primary benefit of
San Joaquin fall-ran chinook sa[man in the TuoIunme River below La Orange dam. The
TRTAC specifically identified both SRP 9 & SRP 10 as prime "predator isolation" projects for
the Tuolumne River. The geomorphol~gy firm of McBain & Trush has developed a detailed
description of the proposed restoration work for the TRTAC.

These two adjazent restoration segments including their associated revegetation, are to
be reconstructed over a three to four year period, with SRP 9 to be reconstructed first starting in
1999 fullowed by SRP 10 starting in 2000. These two SRPs are stand alone projects, however
the CEQA/NEPA mitigated E!L~[S, permitting, civil design, and mvegetation design are being
done together to facilitate future CALFED and AFRP funding for the SRP 10 restoration
construction. SRP 9 is planned for one year of construction and SRP10 is anticipated to take two
years to construct given the volume of material involved. The Air Resources District mitigation
proposed in the EAJIS indicated that construction of SRP 9 should be over p~vo years, hecanse of
construction planned for the Mining Reach restoration projects during the same period. The
landowners adjacent to the SRP pro3ects have asked the TID to seek a variance that would allow
SI~ 9 to be constructed in the original one year period to minimize impacts to their land and
farming operations. This CALFED funding request is being made at this time in anticipation that
the variance will be granted.

The restoration work consists of filling in deep {10 to 34 feet below normal channel grade
in SRP !0) lake like poo! areas creuted by past instream gravel mining and re-creating a riffle and
run pattern that tbllows the restored meander channel of the river. The channel will be retbrmed
into a 500 foot wide riparian flood plain complete with native vegetation planted on fill terraces
in a mix similar to that fuund along undisturbed segments of the river. The aerial extent of the
project area including the restamtian work proposed is s|mwn in RFP Figure 5, from the project
description in the EA/IS. In the McBain & Trash desig~ report, Appendix 1, Figure~ 4 & 5
show typical cross-sections through the restored area. The reconstructed floodway chatmel cross-
section will be hydraulically sized to be an active riverine channel at currently regulated flows.
These flows periodically could reach as high as 15,000 cfs lbr short periods. The rebuilt channel
is sized assuming a river stage elevation that results from thll grown riparian forest vegetation at
design flows. It is anticipated and planned that during these high flow events there will be some
movement of the channel within the flood plain to expose added spawning materials and clean
existing spawning gravels. To minimize long term future maintenance expenditures, this
restoration ~ork is being designed with the intent to provide a self maintainigg ripmian floodway"
channel once the revegetation is completed and established

B. GENEP~4.L coNDITIONS OF PROPOSED WORK

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP    SRP I O 4 30 JUNE I998
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The SRP 9 & SRP 10 projects were originally developed as one project because of their
proximity to each other along the river. From a practical construction and funding view point
they are two projects, each with a very. similar scope of work. The lessons learned in first
constructing the smaller SRP 9. will be ineorporamd in adjusting the final design of SRP 10,

The heavy reconstruction work in the river is anticipated to be limited for fishery masons
to an annual opportunity window of about 90 work days from mid-June through September when
salmon are not as abundant in the river. It may be possible to stockpile fill materials at the site
before the 90 day period to reduce the truck traffic dunng the construction period. Construction
above the water level can proceed after September, but should be completed before about
December to avoid the potential of early flood releases damaging incomplete work and to allow
lbr revegetation planting. The restoration plantings are also seasonally restricted to the winter
months when planting materials are dormant. Consmaction design, revegetation design,
CQA/NEPA through a mitigated EA/IS, permitting, and acquisition of conservation easements
are being done for both SRP 9 & 10 in 1998 using AFRP funding, The funding requests may be
divided along the different design, construction, and revegetation phases of the project for ease of
managing and tracking the differing funding sources.

The nmterials tbr this project will need to be i.mported into the site. The antiaipated
sources of materials are deposits of dredger railings along the upper Tuolumne River. One
benefit of using the railings from the Tunlumne is that it may be possible to restore additional
floodplain habitat during the mining of the excavation areas. We may also utilize some of the
clean rock materials from January 1997 flood debris excavated fi:orn La Grange reservoir.
Alternatively, the material could come from active off channel and off site gravel mining areas
bet~veen Geer Road and La Grange. Additionally there are tailing deposits near Shelling along
the Mereed River. The project EA/IS idemified and addressed mitigation for utilization artd
transportation of the various sources ok’restoration materials available for this project. The
materials cost estimates were originally based on the La Grea~ge reservoir source and include
excavation, hauling, and haul road construction costs. The materials are o’~med by TID and MID
and they will donate the available material as a cost share contribution. These cost estimates
compare favorably with purchasing materials from locally permitted sources that represent
sborter tmul distances.

Recreation of the riparian floodway habitat zone raises an issue of long term maintenance
of project improvements. TID and MID are working with the landowners to develop some form
of locally administered conservation easement process that protects the public investment, but at
the same time protects the landowner property rights.

C. LOCATION

The Special Run Pool 10 Restoration Project will rebuild a 2,!00 foot long portion of the
Tanlumne River channel, starting at river mile 25.4, downstream of the Geer Road bridge
crossing the Tuolumne River, approximately 15 miles east of Modesto in Stanislaus County.
The project location is shown in RFP Figure 1.

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP: SRP lO 5 JOJUNE !998
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FIGURE I. TUOLUMNE RIVER
GRAVEL MINING REACH AND SRP 9&:10

~!~cBain & Trush 19981 RESTORATION SITE LOCATIONS



D. EXPECTED BENEFITS
1. Reduce salmonid fish predator habitat.
2. Restore and increase habitat for natural salmon production.
3. Reconstruct a natural channel geometry scaled to current channel forming flows.
4, Restore native riparian plant communities within their predicted hydrological

regime.

The SRP reach projects address the ERPP objectives and visions for the Tuo[nmne River
Ecological Unit identified on pages 409 & 410 of the ERPP Vol. Ii. These include restoration of
stream & riparian habitat; ecological processes; gravel recruitment, transport, and cleaning
processes; a diverse self-sustaining riparian corridor; and predator reduction.

E. BACKGROLFND & TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION

The Tuolumne River is a major tributary, of the San Joaquin River. The Don Pedro
Project is the largest reservoir located above the fail-run chinook salmon spawning reach on the
Tuolumne. Don Pedro Reservoir is owned by the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) and the
Modesto Irrigation District (MID) and is licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).

The fall run chinook salmon in the tributaries of the San Joaquin River are currently listed
as a species of concern by the USFWS. Anadromous salmonid populations in the lower
Tuolumne River require adequate ecosystem health to achieve ~md sustain their potet~tial
productivity.. Restoring and maintaining dynamic geomorphic processes are crucial for insuring
heaIthy river ecosystems with natural productive salmonid populations. Whan complete
restoration of a river ecosystem is infeasible, as for alluvial rivers regniated by dams, limiting
factors, like predator habitat and poor quality riverine habitat, must be identified for prioritizing
actions that would best improve the ecosystem, particularly salmonid habitat. Predation on
.juvenile salmon and smelts has been identified through field studies as having a significant
impact on survival of salmon in the Tuolumne River. Currently nearly all naturally produced
juvenile salmon must pass through SRP 9 and SPY’ 10. Reducing predator habitat by
reconstructing riparian floodplain meets these desired priority actions.

The TRTAC specifically identified habitat conditions to be improved to enhance natural
salmon production in the Tuoltmme River. The TRTAC has developing a final draft integrated,
long-term restoration plan and monitoring program that utilizes adaptive management for
enhancing the natural prnducfion of salmon. The TRTAC and the AFRP have each funded
$105,000 towards this integrated restoration plan. The river has been divided intu four reaches
with 14 segments representing specific types of restoration projects within each reach. There are
projects that focus on restoration of geomerphic processes, others for riparian restoration and
predator reduction, and slill others deal with gravel re-introduction and cleaning.

The Tuolumne River supports a population of fall-run chinook salmon, whose numbers
have fluctuated d-ore 40.000 fish in 1985, to a low of 100 fish in 1991, and is on another upward
swing with 7,000 spawners in 1997. ihe underlying premise of this project is that by creating
the proposed sustainable riverine habitat both the antive fishery and riparian species will benefit

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP: SIU~ I O 6 30 JUNE I998
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and stressors will be reduced, fhe prime target of this project is to improve the survival of
juvenile salmon and smolts by reducing the habitat of introduced predator species, primarily
largemouth b~ss. The impacts of predators on smolt sur~ival arc based on feeding studies
conducted by EA Engineering for the Districts. The riparia~ relbrestation is intended to provide
food and shade for the juvenile salmon. There is the added benefit to terrestrial species in
providing a more continuous corridor of riparian habitat in the restored areas, qhc restored
channal sinuosity is intended to provide a sustainable and dynamic river morphology, i.e.
infrequent flood-related channel-bed movement with periodic scour, that partially or fully
restores the processes associated with natural salmon production and survival.

This proposed restoration project provides long term Iow maintenance predator control
combined with habitat restoration. This can be contrasted with an annual system of non-selective
predator control such as electrnshocking, tournament fishing, poisoning, etc., tb.at has a lower up
front cost. However, this alternative solution requires continued annual expenses, is of limited
effectiveness in targeting the primary predators, has unfavorable social consequences, and does
not meet the intent or" the CALFED selutions by providing an improved self sustaining riverine
habitat for salmon. Such alternatives will not be considered further.

F. IMPLEMENTAB1LITY

This is the fourth of several restoration projects being proposed for the Tuolumne River
based on the restoration plan developed by the TRTAC. The staffis also working closely with
the affected lando~Taers in the development of site specific adjustments to the preliminary plans.
The firm EDAW, Inc. was hired to assist with the CEQA, NEPA, and permitting work, The
NEPA portion was coordinated with NEPA work developed by the USFWS and coordinated
with the AFRP program. A mitigated EAt’IS was jolmly developed between the TID, as project
manager & lead agency, and the USFWS as a Federal funding agency. The EA~IS tiers off the
1995 EIS for the FERC Settlement Agreement for the Don Pedro Project.

A partial list of the anticipated permits and agencies to be dealt with prior to co~trnction
is as follows: 404 Fill & Dredge Permit from the USCOE: 1600 Series Streambed Alteration
Agreement from CDFG, a mining lease and Boundary Delineation finding from the State Lands
Commission; an exemption from the SMARA permit by the CMGB; Stanislaus County use
permit; RWQCB 401 waiver lbr wat~,~r quality; and an Encroachment Permit from the
Reclamation Board.

TID & TRTAC g~4LFED RFp: SRP IO 7 30 JUNE1998
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G. MONITOR2NG PLAN

A detailed mitigation and monitoring plan was developed with the project EA/IS.
Assuming funding for this project, Tables I and 2 summarize the basic monitoring program over
the liti~ of the restoration project. The key monitoring, plan sections are attacked in Appendix 2.
The monitoring plan can be grouped into three basic areas.

l. Physical habitat changes:
Pre and pest construction changes will be recorded from the as-built engineering
drawings. This assures that the desired channel contours and cross setaians were
built as designed and these as-built records can be used to assess future
geomorphological changes after major flood events.

2. Riparian habitat changes:
Revegetation wiii require annual inspections during the first few years to confirm
survival of planted materials, perform replanting if deemed necessary, and to
assess natural changes in the vegetation mix. Monitoring vegetation would then
be reduced to evaluations after significm~t flood e~’ents.

3. Fish population changes:
This will involve evaluation of pre and post project changes in habitat conditions
for both fish predators and salmon. Monitoring cflteria would include items such
as flow velocib’, temperature, comparisons of astimated transit time through the
old vs. new stream channel, combined with sampling and observations offish
populations and spawning riffle conditions.

T[D & TRTAC CALFED RFP: SRP I0 8 30 JUNE 1998
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Table 2. Eslimatcd costs associated wilh lhe hypolhesized monitoring schedule. The budget assumes all moaitoriag componettts are

implemented as described in the schedule.

1998     1999 2000 2001    2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL

~RP 9 and 10



TUOLU~MNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL 10 RESTORATION

V.    COSTS AND SCHEDULES

BUDGET COSYS

The CALFED is being asked to fund 50% of the construction and i00% of the
revegetation for the SP--P 10 restoration this project. The total amount requested from CALFED
is $2.101,000, consisting ors1,488,000 for constructi~ $234,000 for revegetation, $52,000 for
project managemetxt (3%), $155,000 for construction management (9%), and a $172,000
con~tructiun contingency (10%). There are ti~ree phases of constr~ction; inchannel fill
floodplain reconstruction, and revegetation, for each side of the river. 17ae attached spreadsheet,
Table 3 Tuolumne River SRP 10 Reach Restoration, details the cost breakdown. The USFWS-
AFRP will also be asked to fund the balance of the public works construction, 5;2,095,000,
including $228,000 in project monitoring.

TID has been coordinating with several different agencies to obtain funding tbr the SRP 9
andSRP IOprojects. TID, MID, and CCSF have provided$100,000thmughtheTRTACfor
CEQA, NEPA (EArlS), and permitting. The USFWS through AFRP is providing for pro-
project monitoring and construction design.

The costs of this restoration project compare favorably with estimates prepared by DWR
and CDFG for 4 Pumps financing of five planned predator isolation and habitat restoration
projects along 3.5 miles of the Merced River near Snellitag.

SCHEDIJLE

The attached Gantt chart schedule, Figure 2, shows the basic components of SRP 9 and
SRP 10 restoration. The schedule shows SRP 9 constructed as a one year project, assur~mg our
request for a variance from tbe Air Control District is granted. This funding request is designed
to assure that funds for construction are available prior to bidding t~ar the work that starts in June
2000. This will provbte for a smooth continuum of c~nstruction that fits into the seasonal limits
on instream restoration construction. Such funding assuranoes also provide an incentive for
mobilized contractors to submit lower bids for fiuture work.

TH1RD PARTY IMPACTS

The parties most directly impacted by the proposed project are the local landowners at the
prqject site, those along the haul road route, and the County Roads Department. TID staff and
consultants have been and will continue to meet with the affected stakeholders to listen to and
address their individual concerns. Recognizing those mdividua! concerns, the landowners m the
site contacted to date have been cooperative and supportive of the project. The EA!IS for all the
SRP nestoration projects outlines the mitigation and monitoring that are to be foltowed to
minimize impacts associated wifft the restoration activities.

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP;    SRP I O 9 30 JUNE1998
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TABLE 3

PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY

TLIOLUMNE ~.IV~R SRP 10 REACH RESTORATION

SRP 10 SEGMENT Rm 25.6 to 25.1

I1rCoC ~nsFitr~:l~oengTas kl Description of work I Cost

Phase 2A South Bank Restore Channel 833,000
Phase 2B South Bank Restore Floodplain 358,000
Phase 3A Nerth Sank Restore Channel 1,249,000
Phase 3B North Sank Restore Floodplain 536,000

sub total 2,976,000

All Phases Revegetation 234,000
All Phases Monitoring 228,000

CALFED Share
50% of Construction t,488.000
180% of Revegetation 234,000

sub toter 1,722,080

Contingency 10% 172,000
Construction Management 9% 1
Project Management 3% 52.000

CALFED Total $ 2,101,000

AFRP Share
50% of construction 1,488,000
100% of Monitoring 228,000

sub total ~ .716,000

Comments: The original SRP 9 & 10 propasal from McBain & Trush, Appendix 1. had
overact inplece aggregate c~sts of $10 16 ! CY for an estimatetJ 293,000 CY
This has been prorated as 70% instream fill and 30% t~oodplain reconstruction
with 60 % on the north side of the channel and 40% on the south si~e of lhe
channel.

fcr¢~,restplan\SR p 10Budget.xls 6/30/98
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TUOLUMNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL 10 RESTORATION

V1. APPLICANT QUALIFICATIONS

Since 197i, TID, MID, and CCSF, in cooperation with DFG and USFWS, have
monitored river conditions and developed programs that enhance the natural production of fall-
run chinook salmon in the Tuolurmae River. The project manager for these activities has been
TID.

TRTAC and Other Local Support for Project

The fluvial geomorphology firm of McBain & Trush was retained in I996 by TID
through Ihe TRTAC to develop an integrated, long-term fish and riparian habitat restoration plan
for the Tuolumne River below La Grange Dam and to prepare prdiminary designs for specific
restoration projects which have been approved by the TRTAC pa~iicipams as high priority
projects. The SR~ 9 & 10 had long been identified as a portion of the river that had been
substantially altered by past mining operations that wonld benefit from restoration of more
natural geomorphic processes.

Project Management

The Project Manager is Wilton Fryer, P.E. Mr. Fryer graduated from the University of
California at Davis with a BS in Soil & Water Science, an MS in Irrigation Science, and later an
ME in Civil Engineering with an emphasis in water resources. He is currently registered as both
a Civil Engineer and an Agricultural Engineer. Accomplishments are: Development and
implementation of the Oakdale Irrigation District irrigation Master Plan; Directed a $22 million
canal rehabilitation project fbr OlD where 54 miles of dir~ canals were replaced with pipe;
Development of the OID domestic water service system; Designer and prqiect manager for a
replacement water treatment plant for the La Grange Domestic Water System.

Tim Ford has been the staffaquatie }aiologist for FID and MID since 1981. Mr. Feral
graduated from the University of California at Davis with a BS in Wildlife & Fisheries Biology
in 1977. Heworked as aBioIogicaiTechniciantbr theModoc, l’ahoe, and Stanislaus National
Forests prior to working for the Districts. Mr. Ford is tasked with planning, coordinating and
conducting the aquatic resources program for the Districts, and his responsibilities at TID include
field studies, program development, consultant supervision, and coordination with Don Pedro
project operations.

Contracting support and ~nancial service support as needed will be provided by TID
staff.

The firm EDAW, Inc. has been retained to perform the CEQA and NEPA environmental
wock and to obtain necessary permits. The project EAlIS-Mitigated Negative Declaration will
close for public comments on 2 July 1998 with adoption by the TID Board anticipated by l
Angust 1998.

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP: S~Lo !O l0 30dUNE J998
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TID Engineering will assist with providing construction management and inspection
services to the project. ]’he engineering firm HDR. Inc. has been retained to prepare detailed
construction plans mad specifications, oversee construction management, and assist with ROW
easement documentation.

Project design work has been performed by McBain & Trush who will eontint~e to
provide oversight of the civil construction design work, revegetation design and implementation,
and fluvial process monitoring. McBain & Trush is a professional consulting partnership
specializing in applying fluvial gcomorphie and ecological research to river management and
restoration, particularly in regulated river ecosystems. The principals on this project are Scott
MeBain, Dr. William Yrush, and John Bair. Scott MeBain is a hydraulic engineer and fluvial
geomorphologist with a MS in Civil Engineering froru the University of California at Berkeley.
He specializes in effects of high stream flows on channel morphology, bedload transporL
watershed sediment ? ields, and stream restoration. Dr. William Trash is an adjunct professor in
the Humboldt State University Fisheries Department, specializing in anadromous fish ecology,
anadromous fish interactions with fluvial geomorphology, channel ruaintenance flows ~md
hydrology, riparian ecology, and stream restoration and managemenL He is also Director of the
HSU Institute for Rix er Ecosystems. John Bait is a riparieaa botanist with a MS in
Environmental Systerus form Humboldt State University. He specializes in fiparian interactions
with geomorphic processes and riparian restoration.

The firm Stiflwater Sciences has been retained to assist with the design and
implementation of the fishery monitoring plan components. Stillwater Sciences is actively
involved with the river wide monitoring associated the Districts" FERC Seulement Agreement.

TID & TRTAC CALFED RFP: SRP tO 11 30 JUNE 1998
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TUOLUMNE RIVER SPECIAL RUN POOL I0 RESTORATION

VII. COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD TERMS & CONDITIONS

Applicant is a public entity. The applicable I~’P project group type is Group C, Public
Works Constr~ction.

The applicant agrees to the terms and conditions of the Request for Proposals dated May
1998 and as amended by CALFED’s Responses to P,.PF Questions dated 2 June 1998, and
applicant intends to comply with those terms and conditions.

It is anticipated that a majority of the public works construction effort will be performed
by private contractors. The applicant will be deferring the requirement for submission ofbld &
payment bonds until such time as each subcontract is sought and awarded and before any work
under the subcontract is performed.

Enclosed are the following completed forms:

Nondiscrimination Compliance Statement, RPF Item No. 7

Submitted by:

Paul D. Elias, General Manager

Date: 30 June 1998

TID & TRTAC CdLFED RFP: SRP IO 12 3() dUNE1998

I --009040
1-009040



£TEM 7
ONDfSCRIMINATION COMPLIANCE STATI~.MENT

The company named above (hereinafter referred to as "prospec~ve contractor") hereby certifies, unless
specif.cally exempted, compliance with Govenmaent Code Section 12990 (a-f) and Califomla Code of
Reg’alations, Tide 2, Division 4, Chapter 5 in matters relating m reporting requirements and the
development, implementation =d maintenance of aNondiscrimination Program. Prosi:e.ctive connmctor
agTees not to unlawfully discriminate, harass or allow harassment against any employee or applicant for
employment because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, disability (including
HI%’ and.kiDS), medical condition (cancer), age, marital status, denial of family and medical care leave
m’~d denial of pr=gmancy disability leave.

CERTrFtCATION

L the official named below, hereby swear that I a~n duly authorized to legally bind the prospective

contractor to the above described certifica~on. I am ftdly revere that this certification, exgcuted on the
date and in the count, below, is made u~. rpenalty of perjury wader the laws of th~ State of California.

Paul D. Elias
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Appendix 1

SRP 9 & 10 Restoration Project Proposal

TUOL~ RIVER CHAb~CEL RESTORATION PROJECT

SPECIAL RUN ~POOLS 9 AND 10
TIJOL~ RIVER ~M~LE 25.9 A.ND 25.4

Prepared For:.

Tuolumne River Technical Advisory. Committee
(])on Pedro Project, ~"E~RC License No. 2299)

July !5, i~97

Prepared by:

McBain and Trush EA Engineering, Science, & Technology
P.O. Box 663 3468 _~It. Diablo Blvd., Suite B-100

824 L Street S~dlo S LaFaye~ CA 94~49
~¢a~, CA 95~21 (~10) 283-7077

(707) 826-7794
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TUOL~ RIWER CIIA_NNEL RESTORATION: SRP 9 AND [0

1.0 GOAL OF PROJECT

l~build select pomons of the TuoMrtme Privet =haun¢! into a mo~ ~ d~¢ mo~lo~

Z Res~re ~ fmm~e salmomd

promoted ~v~olouca~ niche of t~ ¢ontemgora~ hydrolo~c re.me
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in the Tuolunan¢ Pdvcr ~ccurs upsZream cf this |oca~on so ~at mo~ juv¢nJles must p~.ss through
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3.0 PRELIMINARY ENG1NEERI2~G COMPUTATIONS

3.1 Evaluating the Desig~ Bankfnll Discharge

The dimmsions ofaa undL<m~ ~d river axe a function of its history, of flow and ~liment input,

This is only partia/Iy truc for re~,nlated ~x:am.s~ [~a~e ~he chamaeJ is often in a state o f lramsm~.

from pr~- to l~t- reguhation morphology or, ff regulat~ flows ~e too low to pei’miz si~ca~

s~limem tran~ot~ ~e char~l can p,ma~ammtly retain nmm,mts of the pre-dam mo~holo~’. The

Tonhmme Rive- eombi~ both of the. Ba~5~ll dizcha~e haz be~n found to closely correlate
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For long, s~r-~ght flume-like reackes, th~ sh~.r ~s (~) on ~ bed su~c~ c~ b~ ~ppro~d

= h~Rc ~ (~pp~y ~ m ~ ave~e w~r dep~),

(~p~mly ~ m ~e ~r ~ sl~e). ~ (1983) ~ ~ers,

p~eles m a ~vm p~cle s~ ~bu=~ is n~ly 0.02, wMch ~ b~ ~=obo~t~ by field

m~ ~ ~e T~W ~ver by McB~ ~d Trash (~995).

wh=e p,~siW ofs~ (2.65 ff~) ~d Di~cle s~e of mter~ m ~=. Sol~g

for

D, = ~ (2)1.65 * * a

d~g a b~ ~ ~ 97 m ~r R slo~ ~ 0.~15 (slope ~ m~ by T~ F~
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3.3 Bank Stability, and Riparian R~vgeta~ioa

In section 3.2, ~� b~d. mobilit7 mcdel p~ ~t a 97 ~ p~cie on ~ bed ~a~ce

fluid far¢*~ ¢n ~e b~ on ~ o~id~ era ~der b=d ~ be ~r ~ ~ a !~g ~t

~d ~¢1 ~on is p~ of~ ~ p~s~ ~t m~ ~u~ dve~ e~bk, bm rapid

~ ~ ~c~ ~ ¢ohesiv~e~ of b~, p~iy ~ose ~mpcs~ of ~n~ive
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4,0 PERMITTING CONSFDERATIONS

Restoration pr~jems flag siz~ of SRP 9 ~ I0 ~11 r~i~ p~ ~om seve~ S~ ~d Fede~

~s. P~ for ~ projem ~ r~ ~mp~

Q~W -~ (CEQA) for ~ ~ ~d N~o~ ~ Pro~ Aa ~A) for
~ p~. ~ ~ Ag~ ~y e~

~ a F~ of No S~fi~ ~ ffONSD ~ ~PA be~e ~e proje~ s~k ~o

~o= =d oe~ my ~ ~ to ~plem~t ~s proje~:

1. S~e ~ C~ssion:

2. C~a ~ of Fish ~ ~e:
S~ 1600 S~b~ ~oa A~t; S~ 2081

3. C~o~a D~ of Wamr ~o~z-Ree~fion B~d:

4. CMi~a ~ W~ Q~ C~I B~d:
Po~r~ol~ ~; 5~ 208 D~ge

U~ S~ ~ Corns of~:
W~-W~r of~� US ~;
C~ W~ A~ ~an ~ F~ ~d D~

ft.0 MONITORING

The monitoring phase of any project most focus first on whet2aer the projegt objeoi~es h~.ve be~

salaried. Haw predator habitat, pxtdator l~opulafion, ~ ~Imomd predation rat~ b~t recMeed?
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Has salmomd b~abitat b¢~ improved? How has a certain fl~d a~ected channel morpho|o~y? How

~cce~slhl is the dpa~ revegetatloa, and how has ~z cont~Sbuted to channel s-tabili~? QuamJtntiv¢

moni~otSng techniques are a crucial past of a~y res~r~ic~ projec~ to answer these impor~znt

ques~dons.

5,1 FISH HABITAT ,MND USE MONITORING

Thr proposed restorarion design will restore important salmon spawrang and rearing habitat -~6thin

the SILP 9 and I0 t~ch, and reduce salmonid predator habilat created bythe agg~ga~ ~Taonon.

Fish habitat and u~ raemtom~ will focus on documenting the ~ffect of the project on; I) pre- and

post-prejec~ zalmonid predator habim~ availabiliW (pr~crred water surface area. depth,

vel~city), 2) pr¢- and post-pro3�~ sa.~n~md predator popalations, and 3) pre- and post~roj¢~t

saLrnonid predat~ mtos. While divot quanr.~ca~on of actual salmomd p~int~on is

quanma~Jve description, ~cumcy., precision, mad cost becemes incre2sin#y di~cult fi’orn i) to 3).

Therefore, pr~- and !mst-proje~ predmor habitat w]]l be sketched onto tcpographlcal maps

fi’am the ~rs-pro]ec~ and ~ -bttiJt xopcgraphic stwteys, and pre- m~d ~ost-project predator

pcpuintions will be e~imamd during the followi~_ peried~:

* 1 year prior to c~nstmc-dcm (k’funding is available)

irm, n,e&ately prior ~o c~a-ucfion

i menth aRer etmstr~ction (allowing predators to migrate back i~to site)

* once a yea.~ for each of the nex~ thi~* yem-~ ~er censtruction *:o document long-term trend

In ad~tioru a c~ntml site vail be established and monitored similarly to the project sire t~ estmmto

~oputafion treads ttmt my be independent of the preject. For example, if predator population.~ ~

reduced a.s a result ofth~ proje~ and a nearby undisturbed control site ~hows a smaflar downward

h’~d, then the real effect of the project on pred~or l~palations can be evaluated by comparing

two s]tes. Because doonmen~iag aca~ salmenid predauon rotes is ~fit~cult and l~tenra,2kly

inaccumt¢o a mointonng s-zr’at eg, y to bettor document this variable is being developed by the

Tuolumne River Settlement _A~’eemem Technical Ad,nsory Comnuttee~ a~d may be used at the

SKP 9 and 10 sims.

5.2 CH.A~NNEL MORPFIOLOGY

The key to monitoring cbaz~s in ~ed morpholo~’ i~ ~o sample prior to and. aRer flow ¢vmm

capable of causing a change in mo~hology. Sampling based on a p~-deterrmned scheduI* can
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S.3 RIPARIAN REVEGETATION

Riparian monffofiag v~uld target two mare considerations: the success of

a~d the stabilization bo~e~t o~panm~ v~_etafion on ¢haa~el morphology. Qua~ ~t~a~n8 the fonmer

would iaelud~ plot~ a~ ~r~t lotions a~d eI~ m~ ~ p~o~ (e.g., h~ ~b~,

~ Iow ~, ff~l~ ~Me ofb~), w~ ~e l~r wo~d

~ fip~ p~ on ~e ~u~ide after b~, ~us o~ mM~ plm sh~d be rob~
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6.0 SUMMARY

This analysiz is ba.s~i tax dam from 1989-I99 l field work done by Trimty Fi~ene~ Com’ultthg,

depth sotmdingz by EA pe~’SOlmei on 20-23 December 1993, water slepe data colle~exi by EA

persotmel era Jtm¢ 15, 1995, tra~er g~avel observat~oas made by, Mci~am and Trush m 1996,

other varied field *ffot~. p~aratlcm of~h~ fma~ desigrt will include more in-depth dam

and n.e, aiy sis of modal readx morpholog3,, be~t mobility., ~md tip a.ria~_ ¢¢mmumt~es than are

presemed here. TI~ Jaa-depth data collection is presently being ¢madeemd eutside of this proposal

a~ r.he direction of the Tuolumne River Settlemezt Agrt~anem Tee~ax¢o2 Ad’ciseD’ Cex~-xfi~tee, a~d

includes:

¯ te~-Cing the vaiidit3,, ofbank~eull dischar~_~tchanne! t’orming discharge concepts on a regulated
rive~
calibr’,t~t~ hydra~.c models to the Latest ~igh flew releazes (water surface slopes. Mmmmg’s
r~ugtme~s ia ~ravel and. veg~ated pomc~t~ of the ¢2atmel, me.);
es’orc, atmg memadtr wavelengt~ ampl~tude, radius of curvature, and bar
¯ ssessi~a~ rm~v~ species ¢ompositJen and dJstrlbut~on o£ ripa~aa ve~etatiea within the
Tuolurmae Riv~ eomdor.

%0

Aadrews, E.D., (1983). Emrammem & gravel from tmturally sorted riverbed material GSA
BulleOn, Vet. 94, p. 1225-!231.

EA Engitaeermg, Sci~ue, e, a/ld Teehnok~gy, (1992), Lower Tuoltmme Privet predatiez ~tudy
in Appendlx 22 of Votume 7.~epon af Turlock lrnganon District and Modesto £rr~gaaon
Disr~ct Pursuant to Article 39 of the L~cense for the Don Pedro Project.

Leol~ld, L.B. (1994). A !Oew of the P, tver, Ha~,ard U~iv~rslty Press, Cambridge, 298 p.

MeBain, S.M. ~ Truslx, W.I. (1995). Cha,~elbed mobility and scour o= a re~t~d ~ravei-bed
river, IaASCE tVaterpower ’95 Proceedings, Sa~ Francisco, CA, July 1995.

T~mJty Fiche, tie* Cot~atl~, (1990). Miscellaneous fieldbook dam.
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SRP 9 and 10 ESTIMATED EUOGET-~’24/97
SRP 10 design an~l perrnirdng included as pa~t of SRP 9

SRP 9
Determine site specific destg~ channe! dimensions for SRP 9 and 10

LABOR PER DIEM. MATERIALS. EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL
$14,450 $1,g50 $16,400

Topographic survey of SRP g and BRP 10
LABOR PER DIEM, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT REI’;TAL SU_.~_BTOTAL

$17,400 $1,535

Wdte final design, revisions for SRP 9 and BRP 10
~AEOR PER DIEM. MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL
$4t ,050 S2,055 $43,105

Project pan, hitting for SRP ~ and 10
LABOR PER DIEM, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL

$41,250 $4,813 $46,063

Field stakeout (SRP 9 ONLY}
LABOR PER DIEM, M~’F’~RfALS, EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL
$4,525 ~13 $5,137.50

Construction, assuming 100 [oadslday (SRP S ONLY

cu YDs C__OST,’YD ~
TRUCKING (reasonable) 146,000 $8 $1,168,000

OAY8 ~,TR T~TAL
2D9’S on-site 150 $100~’da¥ $300,(300

Excavator ~ L~G~ange 75 $1(]0Q/day $150,000
~i~e Preparation (pave SRP 9&10 and LaGrange access, improve acce~ roa¢ drainage)     ~

Construction Subtotal: $1,91~,000

Construction supe~ision (BRP 90NL’~
LABO~ PER DIEM MAT~RIALS. EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL
$18.575 $1,913 $20,487.50

Ripadan ~evegetation (SRP g ONLY)
LABOR PER DIEM, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT ~ENT~LSUBTOTAL
$97.96g $19,132 $117,101

Channel, pnedator, and ripadan monitoring (SRP g ONLY)
LABOR    PER DIEM, MATERIALS. EQUIPMENT RENTAL ~
$66,500 ~,925 $75,425

SRP 9 SUBTOTAL: $2,256,653
Project Administt-ation (10% of non-construction budget)’. $34,265

Contingen~j (10% of entire budget): $225,665
aRP 9 GRAND TOTAL: $2,516,584

Draft 7/15~97
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SRP 1._..~0

W~ ~1 design, mvisJo~ fo~ ~RP 9 a~ ~RP 10 (INCLUDED IN SRP 9 BUDGET)

Pmje~ ~ng for 8RP 9 a~ ~ 0 (INCLUDED IN SRP 9 BUDGE~

Field ~keout (SRP 10 ONL~

~ co~ T~TAL
FI~ MA~RIAL 293,0~0 ~ ~

SPAWNING ~TER[AL 12,000 ~ $~,00O

J~U Y[SS COST/Y~. T~
TRUCKING (reasona¢te) 293,(~00 $~ $2,344,~00

2 Dg’S on-site 195 $10~/day ~90,667
~or at LaGrange 75 $10~day $150,~00

Const~ion Subto~h $2,980,667

Con~on supewision (SRP t0 ONL~
~ P~ DIEM. MATERIALS. EQUIPMENT RENTAL ~
$18,575 $1,913 $20,488

Ri~dan mvege~tion (SRP 10 ONLY)
~ P~ DIEM. MATERIALS. EQUIPMENT ~ENTAL S~

$~95,938 $38,~4 $234,201

Channel, predator, anci dpadan monitoring (SRP 10 ONLY)
LABOR    PE~ DIEM, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT RENTAL SUBTOTAL
$66,5£0 88,925 $75,425

SRP 10 SUBTOTAL: $3,315,918
Project Administration (t0% of non-const~ction budget): $33,525

Contingency, (10% of entire bud~lst): $~131,592
SRP 10 GRAND TOTAL: $3,681,035

Or~ft 7/15/97
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Location

Approx. Scale (miles)
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Appendix 2

SP-~P 9 & 1(~ Reach Monitoring Plan

Sections 1.0 and 2.~ from Axtachment D of the
draft project EA/IS dated 15 May 98

Attachment D
Draft Monitoring Plan

Anadromoua Fish Restoration Program
Tuolumna River Riparian Zone Improvemer~te

Gravel Mining Reach & Special Run Pools 9/10
Restoration and Mitigation Projects

Sacramento Field Office
Unitecl States Fish and Wildlife Service

Sacramento, California

Turlock irrigation District
Turiqck, California

May 15, 1998
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1.o PURPOSE

This Monitoring Plan describes methods to evalua:e the SR2 9. SRP l 0 an~i Crra~ el Mining Reaah
re~torauon and mitigation prNecv~ on the Tuoimrme ihver. The Plan rccoramends momtonng objectives

origmaiI:,, formulated by the Monitoring Subcomrmttee o~’the Tuolurane Pdver Techmcal Advisor:,"
Com.,~ttee ITRTAC) and is pronded ta accompany the E.4~IS and pro’mr applications for the restoration

objectives or methods: 41 specific r~qu~rements ofcm~ronmental p~mlits and m~ti_~atmn mothtoriug; and
5) funding some* reqt.urecn~ts.

minganon proje~.s are predicm~d on essum~thns of salmomd IL"aitm g f~ctor~ le.g., bass pr=datlon), t~s~mg

The Momtormg Plan arc~npts so meet CEQA]NEPA requir~ngnm, and integrate ~s’ith the FERC

(CAMP), and the CALFED pro~arn Monitoring da~ ~ll be collected ~nd anNyzed according to

p~rsonnci and published armually m r~ons subrmtted to resource and hmdmg agencies, and w~ll

summer of 1998 and continuing througn 2002 (assmnmg all Nture fimdmg needs are pro~nd~). The
Monitoring Plan assumes anpi~raemanon of the pmjccte ~xll follow the proposed schedule, but can be

r~pond to high disoharge evc.n~s by a~] usgag chana~l dim~r~lons, sgveral geomt~rphic mtmimrmg

designed to evaluate up 1o thre~ peak flow ev=nts, pr*f=rably ~tl~n thra= thff~r~nt discharg~ ranges, as a
way to _~o.arantee that meanmgt~l data ~]ll be collected. The threshoId disch~rgn cnrr=spnnds to the design

t’u~’~ y~an and. the~ momtorm, g r~sgons~s were lmkexl to thes~ threshold ~’~ms. For �.x~pl¢. in 2003 the
h.’cpoth~sized peak discharge of l 0.�00 c~’s follo~ s m’o dr?- years a~d. winners ntmacrous g~mo~tdc

I --009067
1-0090~7



b..vpoth~s~.~d m this Momtonng Plan. No amficial flow relents ~iII b~ made to create conditions for such
monitoring. T~bl~ l shows the assorn~d schcdtd¢ for propose.d pr~jec~ implememauom and the proposed

Annual funding rcqun~mems ~e~e esumated by demmmmg the m~mtormg requ~od afar each examplr

r~.~arfly in the ~xampl~ year. Whilr wet y=~rs require m~r funds than dry. yem’s du~ to additional
momtoring tasks, the average armual cost estimated through 2007 is apprommately $102,000 pe~ year.

esm’na~ed independent of other acuviues, but would be reduced by coordinating momtormg acuwu~s (for

2 Gravel Mining Reach & Special Run Pools 9110 Restoration an~ Mit~ga~on Projects
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Table 2. Estimated costs a~sociat¢d with the hypothesized monitoring schedule. Tb.e budget assumes all monitoring components are
implemented as described in the schedule.

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 TOTAL

;RAVEL MINING RI~,CH

Geomo~phicProco~os $1.563 $6.590 $31,815 $8,000 $8,655 $107,225 $71,055 ~3,525 ~ $0 $2~,538

~ipananRes~es $0 $9625 $11.805 $18.900 $27,875 $21,570 $22,170 $29,755 $10.415 $9,625 5161,T40



Table I, M~rtitoring schedule based on a ~equence of hypothcziz~d p~ak tlowz, to illustrate the proposed monito~ng scheme.

1998      1999 2000      2001      2002 2003     2004    2005 2009 2007

RP 9

;RAVEL MINING REACH PHASE II

IGRAVEL MINING R,EACH PHASE IV
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2.2.1 Juvenile Salmoni,~ Survival Estimates

~ath fi,.’k¢ nero. to generate ~n index of st/ink survw~.. The survrvat index is based on m~ proporraon of
retched fish recaprared, adjusted by ~he esnmated wap efficiency 7"his recommendation follows ~m

Test fish ~ll be collected at an upstream site currently ~ed m ~v~-~de mom~o~g prog~, md
m~ked using P~et ~’e moc~au~n, fm clips or o~= me~od~. ~e m~g ~’ste~ ~11 he

av~bili~" zf ~e~t fi~ md p~o~ei f~ m~g fis~ but may metude 2 to 3 te~ ~s each ~eason. ~e
avmlabili~ of fi~ may l~t ~s wor~ bu: ~=: ~� opp~s ~ mc~ate use of hatch., pr0a~ed
s~l~ for s~ ~ welt. ~e n~b= of fish p~ test may n~d to be mottled (~�~ed ~ de=e~ed) ~
subzequem b~ d~g en resulm of ~e f~a ye~’s ~s~u. Tes~ shoed ~get pe~ 9~o~ of
movem~ ~d ~e o~y ~ga~g f~h eap~ m u~s~e~ s~r~ ~s or ~ke ne~. since ~e fmh
a pr~e~i~ to move flo~e~ Te~ sh~d ~zo t~g~ p~e flo~ ~fl n~-pdse flow p~o~ to t~t

be req~efl to ~e adeq~ te~

cor~iderable macermmty ha then- esumates of sut~vaJ and river.wide prcducuon. In addition, the, often
depend on hatchery. -pmduc.ed iuvem!e ehin~k fnr rele~e groups large enou_~h to ~aUs fy statistical

Schedule: Surwvul esll.nlates ~nll be conducted for four yea~s, begtmung m 1998 before SKP 9
constnaeraon, and continuing for ~o ye~ a~er �ompietton of SKI) 10 (ffttoug~ 2003).

2.2.2 @ass Abun0anoe

Bass population densiues ~re expected to dedihae as a re~uk of pro3e~t maplementattom a~d t’.hanges m fish
ab~¢� c~ po~ly be de~cte~ ~mg a v~eW of m~to~g me~ods ~e Momtofing P]~
mcl~ a s~c~ comp~s~ of preda~r ab~d~e~ befo~ ~ after proJeCt ~l~ema~n. ~
- by dec~of~g, to doc~t c~ges ~at reset ~ re~tora~. Pred~ pop~auom ~11 be s~i~
~ ~e S~ 9 ~d 1 ~ ~ea~mt sites, m ~ ~s~ con~al si~ at S~ 7 ~r S~ 8. ~ ~ ~e or ~
sites s~l~ to post-f~tora~cn con~fio~. Kef~n site~ ~51[ be ~ to isolate spe~fic proT~t -mitred

Attachment [3 - [3raft Monitoring Plan 7
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’~iil ~rov~de field t~s for ma~p~g habitat bondages These maps off~ ~e fle~biti~’ of l~ter
mco~orau~g ~abitat b~ for o~5~ ~sh species. ~p~bi~s. ~gato~- b~. etc. Data will be

similar to fl~ese cot~duetafi by. the Disvicts ~all be used m the S1LP 9 and 10 reaches to assess habitat use by
rear-rag salmo~ds dlznng subsequent seasons. CDFG seusonal ~pa~ag surv~’s ~lI also ~co~orate
n~vly ~e~ed spa~g ~itat x~ ~e preject bo~d~. T~vo field da~ ~all be pm~ed for CDFG

S~heaui¢: Pr=-consu’ucuon habitat maps ~all be preparec~ in summer [99g for Si~ 9 an6 surcaner 1999
t~r SRP I0. ar, d post consa-acrao~a ma~s ~a[1 be prepared m 2000 for SRY 9 ~nd m 2002 for SP,.P 10
Spa,~xting a~d sein~g sureeys ’~all be_wa~ d~’~ng the appropr:ate season fello~ng coosmaction, and
continue mdefmixeiy for spawmrag sur¢~’s, aad for foua- years post-eonSLmct~on for seimng.

2.3 RJPARIAN RESOURCES

cenSists of dJffereot plant assemblages called p~tt series (Sa~. er L995). Cmreotly these sites have

2.3.1 Project Performance

Riparian monitoring ~ill ev~luarz pro]~t performance u.smg plot-based descnpt2oas of species

stal~;lusds for plz~langs are: 90 % plant sutural i~ year 0, 70% pla~t sutural to year 2. altd 60% sur~nval

hardwoods dead in a 3 mct~ radi~ts. P hmla.,lgs w~II be imgatcd in the fL,~t and second growing seamn after

self susr-ammg vegetation sc~es. Quanctat~ve pefforrrLa~ce a~p.dar~s ,~411 be correiatad ~o ~ex’egetauon
techniques such us design, planting, and irrigatmr~ method~, femliz~r, root stock quali~-, aad
environmental causes. Oaks shoed be ~mpagated from local acorns found near the pro3ect area.
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resdtsl. AddiliortM momtormg ~ilI occur in years 3 a~d 5, or potentially al:ier a high. flo’,~’ e~ m’xt that

2.4 WETLANDS

Field surveys are recommende~i to idemi~- such judsdictional wetlm~d~. If jttr~sthetioaal w~flands are

docmnemed as presem at th~ ~ito. Surv~. s are rtot recommended for spedies cor~dereci anRkely to occur.

sunb’ars~- and Sardord’s ara~mvhead. "i-hls list may be reduced pending additional re~aew by end
coordizumon ~ath the U.S. Fish and Wildlife S er~’ice Eadaz~gered Specie~ Office and the C~liforma

species for which it is unclear whether habitat occ~s on-stte, the f~t phase roll doctmaent habitat
o~aa-rence or absence. "Fh¢ sectmd (m~re intensive) phase roll doetmaexxt species occurrence or absence.

Schedule.: Survws will be based oa predicted flowering penods. However, flowering c~ vary slightly
depetading on elimauc conditions mxd. e~.evauon. Additionally, s~me of the species may be idmafifi,able
during other seasons by foliage or fruit. At le~* one spring at~d one summer su~’~’ woind likely be
mo~sm’y to d~termme prestmee or absence of all anticipmed plant spenies.

2.~i.2 Animals

To con£L,’m the prenene¢ or abseric~ o~" tlxrenr~ned, enda~.gered, or special statt.~ animal spente* mad avozd
pom~tfial iral>a~ts m them. ~ are ~mc.ommended. Sur~eys are recommended for all ammat species that

recomm=ded for atmr~ spe~aes uhiikelyto occur. Survev~ ~rerecommended for the valleyetdetberW
longhorn beetle, California r~d-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, westera pond tmale,
Clark’s/westcra grebe, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, great egret, srlo,a~" egr~-t‘ osprey.,
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